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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply writhin the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days vAW be considered timely. 

- if NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANiX5NED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed 14 September 2001 fails to comply 
with 37 CFR 1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each U.S. and foreign patent; 
5 each publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other information or 
that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, but 
the information referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1 and 2 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 1, line 5 states "a protocol over said connection that provides..." Because 
a protocol is something that cannot necessarily be claimed, the beginning of claim 1 , 
line 5 should be changed as follows: -said connection provides supplemental services 
messaging between the gatekeeper and the intelligent peripheral in accordance with a 
protocol, said protocol... - 

Claim 2, lines 1-2 state "further enables the selective insertion..." This should be 
changed to -further enables a selective insertion... - The reason is because the 
independent claim 1 does not disclose "the selective insertion of one or more messages 
to the gatekeeper." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5 Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "wherein such selective insertion of one or more 
messages to the gatekeeper..." in lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
1 0 this limitation in the claim. The "insertion of one or more messages to the gatekeeper" is 
not disclosed in claim 4 or the independent claim 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
1 5 form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitied to a patent unless - 

(e) ttie invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before ttie invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
20 applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 

351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such ti-eaty in the English language. 

25 Claims 1, 2, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Baxley et al. (U.S. Patent 6.646,997 B1). 



Regarding claim 1, Baxley discloses "telecommunications apparatus between a 
voice frame network gatekeeper and an intelligent peripheral, the apparatus comprising: 
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a voice frame network connection for coupling a gatekeeper to an intelligent 
peripheral (figure 1 , where element 150 is the gatekeeper and element 180 is the 
intelligent peripheral), and 

said connection provides supplemental services messaging between the 
5 gatekeeper and the intelligent peripheral [in accordance with a protocol], said protocol 
enabling the gatekeeper to selectively insert one or more messages to the intelligent 
peripheral and to selectively intercept one or more messages from the intelligent 
peripheral (col. 8, lines 33-40 whereby obtaining additional information for an endpoint 
means that the gatekeeper is receiving information from the IVR via a request to the 
10 IVR)." 

Regarding claim 2, Baxley discloses "the apparatus of claim 1, wherein said 
protocol further enables the selective insertion of one or more messages to the 
gatekeeper (col. 8, lines 33-40 where the gatekeeper is again sending messages to the 
15 IVR requesting additional information)." 

Regarding claim 8, Baxley discloses "telecommunications apparatus for 
coordinating a voice frame network gatekeeper and an interactive voice response unit 
including a performance mechanism for performing a defined task responsive to the 
20 gatekeeper, the apparatus comprising: 
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a voice frame network connection for coupling a gatekeeper to an interactive 
voice response unit (figure 1 , where element 150 is the gatekeeper and element 180 is 
the intelligent peripheral); 

an invocation mechanism within the gatekeeper for setting a defined task to the 
5 interactive voice response unit via in-band signaling (figure 1 , element 150 where the 
"invocation mechanism" in the gatekeeper is in communication with the IVR as can be 
read in col. 8, lines 24-28; it should be noted that it is known in the art that IP networks 
(as mentioned in col. 3, lines 45-47) use in-band signalling); and 

a protocol enforcing processor that provides supplemental services messaging 
10 between the gatekeeper and the intelligent peripheral over said interface processor 

(figure 1 , element 150 where it is known that the gatekeeper has a processor in it that is 
enforced by a protocol), said enabling the gatekeeper to selectively insert one or more 
messages to the interactive voice response unit and to selectively intercept one or more 
messages from the interactive voice response unit (col. 8, lines 33-40 whereby 
1 5 obtaining additional information for an endpoint means that the gatekeeper is receiving 
information from the IVR via a request to the IVR)." 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
20 obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
25 Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 
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Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baxley et al. 

5 

Regarding claim 9, Baxley discloses the apparatus of claim 8. However, Baxley 
lacks "said invocation mechanism and said performance mechanism comply with 
International ITU-T H.323 and H.450 standards." Although Baxley lacks the explicitly 
disclosure of the H.323 and H.450 standards, it would have been obvious to include 
10 these standards with the apparatus of claim 8 as a matter of design choice. The 
motivation being that a decision to use a particular standard over another in a 
communication network is entirely dictated by the design of the network, thus a 
standard incompatible with the network would not be used. 

15 Regarding claim 10, Baxley discloses the apparatus of claim 9. Although Baxley 

lacks the H.323 and H.450 standard, Baxley further discloses "said processor further 
enables selective insertion of one or more messages to the gatekeeper (col. 8, lines 33- 
40 where the gatekeeper is again sending messages to the IVR requesting additional 
information)." It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time 

20 of invention to include the selective insertion of messages to the gatekeeper with the 
apparatus of claim 9 for the same reasons and motivation as in claim 9. 
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Claims 3, 5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Baxley et al. in view of "Call signalling protocols and media stream packetization 
for packet-based multimedia communication systems" (herein referred to as H.225). 



5 Regarding claim 3, Baxley discloses the apparatus of claim 2. However, Baxley 

lacks what H.225 discloses, that is "wherein such selective insertion of one or more 
messages to the gatekeeper includes selective insertion of one or more release 
complete (RELCOM) messages in accordance with the International ITU-T H.323 
standard (page 40, section 7.3.9 where the H.225 standard is used in H.323 as is 

10 known in the art; it should also be noted that although Baxley does not explicitly 

describe a "release" signal for a call, it is obvious that the call must end at some point, 
and when it does a "release complete" message will be sent)." It would have been 
obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the 
"release complete" message in accordance with H.323 with the apparatus of claim 2 for 

15 the purpose of releasing a call after it is finished. The motivation being that an releasing 
a call that is not being used for a call, is freeing that resource. 



Regarding claims 5 and 1 1 , Baxley discloses the apparatus of claim 1 and claim 
10. However, Baxley lacks what H.225 discloses, that is "wherein such selective 
20 interception includes selective interception of one or more facility (FACILITY) messages 
in accordance with the International ITU-T H.323 standard (page 47, section 7.4.1 
where the routing information provided to the gatekeeper in Baxley is a FACILITY 
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message as it defines where the message is going)." It would have been obvious to one 
with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the FACILITY message 
with the apparatus of claim 1 for the purpose of providing information on where a call 
(message) should be directed. The motivation being that the routing information must 
5 be known in order to complete and maintain a call. 



Regarding claim 6, Baxley and H.225 disclose the apparatus of claim 5. 
However, Baxley lacks what H.225 further discloses "wherein at least one of the one or 
more FACILITY messages includes a return results (RETURN RESULTS) component 

10 (page 47, section 7.4.1 where the routing information provided to the gatekeeper in 
Baxley is a FACILITY message as it defines where the message is going, since the 
routing information is provided to the gatekeeper as in Baxley, it is considered a 
response or RETURN RESULTS component of a FACILITY message as defined by 
applicant in the specification, page 6, lines 4-12)." It would have been obvious to one 

1 5 with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the RETURN RESULTS 
message with the apparatus of claim 5 for the same reasons and motivation as in claim 
5. 



Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baxley et 
20 al. ('997) in view of Baxley et al. (U.S. Patent 6,657,975 B1 ). 
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Regarding claim 7, Baxley discloses the apparatus of claim 1 . However, Baxley 
('997) lacks what Baxley ('975) discloses, that is "a service control point operatively 
connected to the gatekeeper and to a database, said service control point providing 
information contained in said database to the gatekeeper in response to a query 
5 therefrom (figure 1 , element 70)." It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to include the SCP with the apparatus of claim 1 for the 
purpose of connecting the circuit switched network to the packet switched network 
(Baxley '975, col. 4, lines 18-23). The motivation being the SCP allows two different 
types of networks to communicate with each other. 

10 

Claims 14, 15, 16, 18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baxley et al. C997) in view of Gourraud (U.S. Patent 6,711,156 B1). 



Regarding claim 14, Baxley ('997) discloses "a method of interfacing a voice 
15 frame network gatekeeper and an interactive voice response unit (IVR) configured as an 
intelligent peripheral under International H.450 standard with a service control point 
(SCP), the method comprising: 

first conveying requests from the gatekeeper to the IVR over the voice frame 
network in accordance with a defined protocol (col. 8, lines 33-40 where the gatekeeper 
20 is requesting endpoint information from the IVR); and 

receiving responses to the requests from the IVR at the gatekeeper over the 
voice frame network in accordance with a defined protocol, wherein the gatekeeper 
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selectively intercepts one or more messages from the IVR (col. 8, lines 33-40 where it is 
suggested that the gatekeeper's request for endpoint information is answered in some 
way by the IVR)." 

However, Baxley lacks what Gourraud discloses "configuring the gatekeeper as a 
5 supplemental services provider (SSP) under International H.450 standard (col. 4, lines 
9-15 where the SSP is acting as a gatekeeper, allowing the connections to be setup and 
exist; it is also noted that H.450 is used with the H.323 standard mentioned in col. 4, line 
35)..." 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
1 0 invention to include the SSP with the rest of the method for the purpose of setting up 
appropriate connections between two endpoints. The motivation being that the SSP 
employs the appropriate services for the connection (Gourraud, col. 4, lines 9-13). 

Regarding claim 18, Baxley ('997) discloses "interfacing a voice frame network 
15 gatekeeper and an interactive voice response unit (IVR) configured as an intelligent 
peripheral under International H.450 standard with a service control point (SCP), the 
method comprising: 

first conveying requests from the gatekeeper to the IVR over the voice frame 
network in accordance with a defined protocol (col. 8, lines 33-40 where the gatekeeper 
20 is requesting endpoint information from the IVR); and 

receiving responses to the requests from the IVR at the gatekeeper over the 
voice frame network in accordance with a defined protocol, wherein the gatekeeper 
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selectively intercepts one or more messages from the IVR (col. 8, lines 33-40 where it is 
suggested that the gatekeeper's request for endpoint information is answered in some 
way by the IVR)." 

However, Baxley lacks what Gourraud discloses "configuring the gatekeeper as a 
5 supplemental services provider (SSP) under International H.450 standard (col. 4, lines 
9-15 where the SSP is acting as a gatekeeper, allowing the connections to be setup and 
exist; it is also noted that H.450 is used with the H.323 standard mentioned in col. 4, line 
35)..." 



1 0 invention to include the SSP with the rest of the method for the purpose of setting up 
appropriate connections between two endpoints. The motivation being that the SSP 
employs the appropriate services for the connection (Gourraud, col. 4, lines 9-13). 

However, both Baxley and Gourraud lack "a computer-readable medium 
containing a program" to implement the steps disclosed by Baxley and Gourraud. 

1 5 Although a computer program is not explicitly disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have the computer program 
implement the steps listed above. The motivation being that a computer program is the 
only feasible way to efficiently manipulate and control an electronic communication 
system. 



It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 



20 



Regarding claim 21, Baxley ('997) discloses "apparatus for interfacing a voice 
frame network gatekeeper and an interactive voice response unit (IVR) configured as an 
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intelligent peripheral under the International H.450 standard with a service control point 

(SCP), the apparatus comprising: 

means for first conveying requests from the gatekeeper to the IVR over the voice 

frame network in accordance with a defined protocol (col. 8, lines 33-40 where the 
5 gatekeeper is requesting endpoint information from the IVR)... 

means for receiving responses to requests from the IVR at the gatekeeper over 

the voice frame network in accordance with a defined protocol (col. 8, lines 33-40 where 

it is suggested that the gatekeeper's request for endpoint information is answered in 

some way by the IVR)... and 
10 means for selectively intercepting one or more messages from the IVR and for 

selectively inserting one or more messages to the IVR (col. 8, lines 33-40 where it is 

suggested that the gatekeeper's request for endpoint information is answered in some 

way by the IVR)..." 



15 the gatekeeper as a supplemental services provider (SSP) under the International 

H.450 standard (col. 4, lines 9-15 where the SSP is acting as a gatekeeper, allowing the 
connections to be setup and exist; it is also noted that H.450 is used with the H.323 
standard mentioned in col. 4, line 35)..." 



20 invention to include the SSP with the rest of the method for the purpose of setting up 
appropriate connections between two endpoints. The motivation being that the SSP 
employs the appropriate services for the connection (Gourraud, col. 4, lines 9-13). 



However, Baxley lacks what Gourraud discloses, that is "means for configuring 



It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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However, both Baxley and Gourraud lack "a computer-readable medium 
containing a program" to implement the steps of the apparatus disclosed by Baxley and 
Gourraud. Although a computer program is not explicitly disclosed, it would have been 
obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have the computer 
program implement the steps listed above. The motivation being that a computer 
program is the only feasible way to efficiently manipulate and control an electronic 
communication system. 



Regarding claims 15, 19, and 22, Baxley ('997) and Gourraud disclose the 
10 method, computer program, and apparatus of claim 14, claim 18, and claim 21 
respectively. However, Baxley lacks what Gourraud further discloses, that is 
"configuring the IVR as an intelligent peripheral under International H.450 standard 
(Gourraud, col. 4, lines 9-15 where the SSP is acting as a gatekeeper, and if the IVR is 
in contact with the gatekeeper as in Baxley, the IVR must be configured using the same 
1 5 standards as the gatekeeper; it is also noted that H.450 is used with the H.323 standard 
mentioned in col. 4, line 35)..."; and Gourraud lacks what Baxley further discloses, that 
is "second conveying responses to the requests from the IVR to the gatekeeper over the 
voice frame network in accordance with a defined protocol (col. 8, lines 33-40 where it is 
suggested that the gatekeeper's request for endpoint information is answered in some 
20 way by the IVR)." It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to include the IVR configuration and the sending responses to the 
gatekeeper from the IVR with the method of claim 14, the computer program of claim 
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18, and the apparatus of claim 21 for the same reasons and motivation as in claims 14, 
18, and 21. 



Regarding claim 16, Baxley ('997) and Gourraud disclose the method of claim 
5 14. However, Goun"aud lacks what Baxley further discloses, that is "the gatekeeper 
selectively inserts one or more messages to the IVR (col. 8, lines 33-40 where it is 
suggested that the gatekeeper's request to the IVR is to insert one or more messages 
to the IVR)." It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include the inserting of messages to the IVR with the method of claim 14 for 
10 the same reasons and motivation as in claim 14. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 12, 13, 17, 20, and 23 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
1 5 of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua Kading whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0342. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30AM-5PM. 
20 If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Douglas Olms can be reached on (703) 305-4703. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
5 For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Joshua Kading 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2661 



10 



April 2, 2004 
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